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WHAT  IS  AN  ALTAR? 


N  the  answers  that  have  been  given  to 


the    previous    questions,    What    is  a 


Priest  ?  and  What  is  a  Sacrifice  ? 
we  have  seen  (1)  that,  from  the  nature  of  the 
case,  it  is  impossible  for  anyone  now  upon 
earth  to  be  an  official  "  priest  "  of  the  New 
Covenant ;  so  that,  even  if  there  were  sacri- 
fices "  to  be  "  offered "  now  upon  visible 
"  altars  "  there  would  be  no  one  on  earth  so 
much  as  capable  of  "  offering  "  them  ;  and 
we  have  seen  (2)  that  our  Lord,  by  the  offer- 
ing once  for  all "  of  his  "  One  Sacrifice  for 
sin  "  upon  the  cross,  having  "  taken  away  " 
all  literal  sacrifices  that  require  a  visible 
"  altar,"  there  are  now  no  sacrifices  to  be  so 
"  offered,"  even  if  there  were  any  official 
priests  now  upon  earth  capable  of  offering 
them.  It  remains,  then,  for  us  to  endeavour 
to  give  an  answer  to  the  present  question  : 
What  is  an  Altar  ?  and  it  is  obvious,  at  the 
outset  that,  even  if  we  had  now  upon  earth  a 
visible  altar,  or  visible  altars,  there  would  be 
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(a)  no  sacrifices  to  offer  upon  them,  and  (b) 
no  official  priests  to  offer  them.  Of  what 
conceivable  use  to  us  then  would  such 
"  altars  "  be  ? 

Method  of  "  offering  "  upon  an  Altar. 

There  were  only  two  "altars"  of  God*  in 
the  Old  Covenant — the  altar  of  incense  and 
the  altar  of  burnt-offering  ;  and  both  of  these 
altars  were  intended  for  "  burning  "  something 
of  the  nature  of  a  sacrifice  or  offering  upon 
them.  The  altar  of  incense  need  not  detain 
us,  because  the  only  thing  to  be  "  offered  " 
upon  that  altar  was  incense.  Ex.  xxx.  1-10. 
God  expressly  commanded  :  "Ye  shall  offer 
....  no  burnt  sacrifice  upon  it,  nor  meat- 
offering ;  neither  shall  ye  pour  drink-offering 
thereon." 

But  we  must  consider  for  a  few  moments 
the  other  "  altar  of  God,"  the  altar  of  burnt- 
offering  (Ex.  xxvii.  1,  etc.;  xxxviii.  1.,  etc.), 
which  was  constructed  for  the  express  purpose 
of  "  offering  "  the  literal  sacrifices  of  the  Old 
Covenant  upon  it,  by  burning,  or  by  sprinkling, 
or  by  them  pouring  out.  Ex.  xl.  29  ;  xxix. 
12,  13,  16,  18,  25,  36,  37,  38.  And  God's 
command  ran  :  "  The  fire  shall  ever  be  burning 
upon  the  altar ;  it  shall  never  go  out ;  Lev. 


*  We  are  not  now  concerned  with  the  altars  of  the 
heathen,  or  with  their  method  of  offering  sacrifices. 
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vi.  9,  13 ;  Num.  xvi.  46 ;  cp.  Isa.  vi.  6. 
This  "  burning  "  was  God's  method  of  accep- 
ting whatever  was  offered  upon  His  altar  as  a 
sacrifice  or  offering.  Lev.  ix.  24.  *  And  the 
only  method  in  which  it  was  so  much  as  possible 
to  "  offer  "  a  sacrifice  or  offering  upon  God's 
altar  was  by  burning  it,  or  by  sprinkling  it,  or 
by  pouring  it  out  thereupon. 

Thus  we  find  God  saying  concerning  certain 
"  flocks  "  and  "  rams,"  "  They  shall  come  up 
with  acceptance  upon  Mine  altar."  Isa.  Ix.  7. 
And  again,  "  Their  burnt-offerings  and  their 
sacrifices  shall  be  accepted  upon  Mine  altar." 
Isa.  Ivi.  7.  So  we  find  Elijah,  too,  putting 
forth  this  test,  and  the  people  agreeing  to  it. 
"  And  the  God  that  answer eth  by  fire,  let  Him 
be  God."  So  when  "  the  fire  of  the  Lord  fell, 
and  consumed  the  burnt-sacrifice  .  .  .  the 
people  fell  upon  their  faces  and  said,  The 
Lord  (Jehovah)  He  is  the  God,  the  Lord  He 
is  the  God."  1  Kgs.  xviii.  24,  37-39.  We 
read  again,  in  1  Chron.  xxi.  26,  that  the  Lord 
"  answered  David  from  heaven  by  fire  upon  the 
altar  of  burnt-offering."  And,  again,  that 
when  "  Solomon  had  made  an  end  of  praying, 
the  fire  came  down  from  heaven,  and  consumed 
the  burnt-offering,  and  the  sacrifices." 
2  Chron.  vii.  1  ;  cp.,  too,  Lev.  ix.  24  ;  Judg. 
vi.  21. 

*  cp.  Ex.  xxix.  37;  1  Kgs.  xviii.  24,38;  1  Chr.  xxi. 
26  ;  2  Chr.  vii.  1 ;  Matt,  xxiii.  19. 
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From  all  this  nothing  could  well  be  more 
obvious  than  that,  in  sacrifices  that  are 
"  offered  "  upon  an  "  altar  of  God,"  no  fire 
means  no  answer,  and  no  acceptance  of  the 

offering  "  by  God.  This  is  not  a  question 
of  opinion,  but  of  a  simple  matter  of  fact. 
Hence,  for  men  to  claim  to  officiate  at  what  they 
are  pleased  to  call  "  an  altar  of  God,"  but 
without  any  fire,  it  to  use  language  of  which 
they  quite  fail  to  understand  the  proper 
meaning.*  It  is  impossible  to  turn  one  visible, 
material  object  into  another,  by  simply 
calling  it  by  another  name  ;  e.g.,  you  cannot 
turn  an  ordinary  "  table  "  into  a  "  harmo- 
nium "  by  simply  calling  it  by  that  name  ; 
not  until  a  "  table  "  is  used  as  a  harmonium  by 
playing  music  upon  it,  will  people  who  exercise 
their  common  sense  "  believe  "  a  "  table  "  to 
he  di  "  harmonium."  In  like  manner,  never 
until  the  Lord's  table  "  is  used  as  an  "  altar," 
by  burning,  or  by  sprinkling,  or  by  pouring 
out  something  of  the  nature  of  a  sacrifice  or 
an  offering  upon  it,  will  people  who  exercise 
their  common  sense  believe  "  that  "  table  " 
to  6^  an  "  altar  of  God."  It  is  the  use  to  which 
an  object  is  put  that  determines  its  proper 
name. 


*  That  which  never  has  upon  it  any  fire,  and  nothing 
ever  consumed  by  fire,  cannot  possibly  be  an  "altar  of 
God."  In  Lev.  x.  1,  indeed,  we  read  of  "  offering  .  .  . 
fire  before  the  Lord." 
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Our  Reformers  and  the  Prayer  Book. 

When  therefore,  in  the  second  Prayer 
Book,  A.D.  1552,  our  Reformers  of  ever- 
blessed  memory  dehberately  changed  the  word 
"  altar  "  into  "  table  "  wherever  it  formerly 
occurred  in  the  Communion  Service  (seven 
times), t  they  thereby  plainly  denied  that  the 
Communion  Table  is  an  "  altar,"  and  forbade 
us  to  apply  the  term  to  it.  And  their  repudia- 
tion of  this  term  has  been  fully  endorsed  by 
all  the  Revisers  of  our  Prayer  Book  since, 
and  professedly,  at  all  events,  by  all  those 
who  have  been  ordained  to  the  Ministry  of  our 
Church,  when  they  subscribed  to  the  Prayer 
Book  and  Articles.  Hence,  it  is  no  sign  of 
"  good  Churchmanship "  to  call  the  Lord's 
Table  an  "  altar,"  as  seems  to  be  so  commonly 
supposed,  but  precisely  the  reverse.  No 
really  "  good  Churchman  "  would  think  of  so 
doing. 

Seeing  then  that  there  is  no  visible,  material 
object  in  the  New  Covenant  upon  which 
anyone  even  pretends  to  "  offer"  any  "sacri- 
fice "  or  "  offering,"  by  burning,  or  by  sprink- 
ling, or  by  pouring  anything  out  upon  it, 
we  have  a  demonstrative  proof  that  there  is 
now  no  such  thing  upon  earth  as  a  visible, 
material  "  altar  of  God."    We  have  seen, 

t  The  word  "Table"  occurs  altogether  nineteen  times 
in  the  Prayer  Book;  whereas  "altar"  occurs  nowhere, 
except  in  the  Psalms. 


6 


moreover,  in  Tract  2,  that  it  is  only  literal 
sacrifices  that  require  a  visible  altar,"  it 
being  impossible  to  "  offer  "  "  spiritual  sacri- 
fices "  upon  one  ;  hence,  if  the  "  sacrifice  " 
that  sacerdotalists  profess  to  "toffer  "  in  the 
celebration    of    the    Lord's    Supper    be  a 

spiritual  sacrifice,"  it  is  not  possible  to 
"  offer  "  it  upon  a  visible  "  altar."  And  if  it 
be  supposed  to  be  "  offered  "  upon  a  visible 

altar,"  it  cannot  be  a  "  spiritual  sacrifice," 
but  must  be  a  literal  one.  It  cannot,  however, 
nowadays  be  a  literal  sacrifice,  inasmuch  as 
all  literal  sacrifices  were  "  taken  away  "  by  the 
"  offering  of  the  body  of  Jesus  Christ  once  for 
all "  upon  the  cross.  Heb.  x.  8-10,  18. 
Hence,  in  the  New  Covenant,  we  have  no  official 
priests  on  earth,  no  literal  sacrifices,  and  no 
visible  "  altar  of  God." 

"  We  have  an  Altar." 

There  is,  however,  one  text  in  the  New 
Testament  which  sacerdotalists  are  very  fond 
of  quoting,  as  if  it  triumphantly  established 
their  claim  that  We  have  an  altar  here."  I 
allude  to  Heb.  xiii.  10 ;  hence  it  will  be 
necessary  to  glance  as  briefly  as  possible  at 
the  statement  really  found  there. 

(1)  It  should  be  noticed,  first,  that  we  have 
no  more  right  to  interpret  the  words,  "  We 
have   an   altar "   to   mean   "  We   have  a 
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thousand  altars,"  than  we  have  to  interpret, 
"  We  have  a  High  Priest  (Heb.  viii.  1)  to  mean 
"  We  have  a  thousand  High  Priests  ;  or,  "  We 
have  an  Advocate  with  the  Father"  (1  John 
ii.  1)  to  mean  "We  have  a  thousand 
Advocates  "  ;  i.e.,  whatever  may  be  alluded  to 
by  the  word  "  altar  "  it  refers  to  one  thing  only.  * 
The  only  way  in  which  it  is  possible  to  make 
the  word  "  altar  "  here  refer  to  the  Communion 
tables  in  our  Churches,  is  by  absolutely  ignoring 
{a)  the  context,  and  (6)  the  teaching  of  this  whole 
Epistle.  In  endeavouring  to  grasp  the  true 
meaning  of  these  four  words  (two  in  the 
Greek)  we  must  consider  the  context. f 

Tenses  used. 

(2)  The  whole  sentence  runs,  "  We  have 
an  altar,  of  which  they  who  serve  the  taber- 
nacle have  no  right  to  eat."  Now,  nothing 
can  be  clearer  than  that  the  inspired  writer 


*  See  Gal.  iii.  16. 

f  What  would  be  thought  of  a  man  who  took  the 
words  "  Woe  unto  them  that  rise  up  early  in  the 
morning"  (Isa.  v.  11)  away  from  their  context,  and 
employed  them  to  warn  us  against  "  early  rising  "  ?  Or 
the  words,  "We  have  not  a  high-priest"  (Heb.  iv.  15).  to 
disprove  the  statement  in  v.  14,  "  We  have  a  great  high- 
priest  "  ?  Yet  such  an  employment  of  these  texts  would 
be  precisely  parallel  to  employing  the  words  "We  have 
an  altar"  to  prove  that  the  Lord's  table  is  "an  altar  of 
God."  This  is  not  studying  theology,  but  manufacturing 
it.  In  seeking  for  the  truth  we  must  ever  beware  of 
"handling  the  Word  of  God  deceitfully"  ;  2  Cor.  iv.  2. 
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here  speaks  of  certain  persons  who  "  serve 
the  tabernacle,"  and  who  "  have  no  right  to  eat 
of  a  certain  altar  "  ;  i.e.,  he  speaks  of  them  in 
the  present  tense,  as  then  existing.  And  this 
fact  shows  us  clearly  that  he  wrote  while  the 
Jewish  ritual  was  still  practised — before  the 
destruction  of  Jerusalem.  Had  he  written 
after  that  event,  he  could  not  have  spoken  of 
any  persons  as  "  they  who  serve  the  taber- 
nacle." In  order  then  to  properly  under- 
stand the  statements  in  this  and  other  verses, 
now  that  the  Jewish  ritual  is  a  thing  of  the 
long-distant  past,  we  must,  in  reading  state- 
ments respecting  that  ritual,  alter  the  tenses 
to  suit  the  altered  circumstances,  just  as  our 
translators  did  in  chapters  ix.  6,  7,  9,  etc.  ; 
x.l(ll). 

I.e.  This  verse  must  be  read  by  us  nowa- 
days, *'  We  have  an  altar,  of  which  they  who 
used  to  serve  the  tabernacle  (not  "  who  serve 
it  now  ")  had  no  right  to  eat."  And  precisely 
similar  alterations  must  be  made  in  verse  11, 
where  we  find  references  to  other  details  of  the 
Jewish  ritual ;  this  verse  must  be  read  by  us, 
"  For  the  bodies  of  those  beasts,  of  which  the 
blood  used  to  be  brought  into  the  sanctuary  by 
the  high-priest  for  sin,  were  burnt  outside  the 
camp  " ;  i.e.,  every  verb  that  refers  to  actions, 
or  to  events  of  the  long-distant  past,  must, 
in  reading,  be  altered  by  us,  if  we  would  properly 
understand  the  inspired  writer. 
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Persons  here  spoken  of. 

(3)  The  next  point  to  notice  is,  that  the 
persons  indicated  by  the  EngHsh  pronoun 
"  We,"  who  are  here  stated  to  "  have  an 
altar  "  cannot  be  the  Jews,  because  obviously 
they  are  different  from  "  they  who  (used  to) 
serve  the  tabernacle."  And  a  glance  at  the 
context  will  show  us  that  the  "  We  "  refers 
to  precisely  the  same  persons  as  are  referred  to 
by  "  the  people  "  of  verse  12,  the  "  us  "  of  verse 
13,  and  the  "  we  "  of  verse  14.  There  can,  in 
fact,  be  no  reasonable  doubt  that,  by  the  use  of 
these  pronouns,  the  inspired  writer  is  speaking 
for  Christians  generally.  And,  if  so,  then 
clearly  he  is  comparing  or  illustrating  some- 
thing possessed  by  "  us "  Christians  now 
with  something  that  used  to  he  possessed  by  the 
Jews  when  their  ritual  was  still  practised  ;  and 
verse  10  must  be  read  by  us :  "  We  Christians 
(the  people  of  God  in  the  New  Covenant) 
have  an  altar  (corresponding  to  one  in  the 
ceremonial  law)  of  which  they  who  used  to 
serve  the  tabernacle  (the  people  of  God  in  the 
Old  Covenant)  had  no  right  to  eat."  So  far, 
all  is  plain  and  simple. 

Meaning  of  word  "  Altar." 

(4)  We  must  try  to  determine  next  the 
exact  meaning  of  the  word  "  altar  "  found  here. 
From  the  fact  that  the  inspired  writer  says 
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that  "  they  who  (used  to)  serve  the  tabernacle 
had  no  right  to  eat  of  this  altar,"  it  is  clear  that 
he  is  referring  to  something  that  was  edible, 
but  "  of  which  the  Jews  had  no  right  to  eat  "  ; 
yet,  if  so,  he  could  not  be  referring  to  either  of 
the  Jewish  altars  "  as  such,  neither  of  them 
being  edible.  Certain  objects,  however,  which 
were  commonly  "  offered  "  upon  God's  altar  in 
those  days  were  edible,  and  in  some  cases 
"  eaten,"  viz.,  "  sacrifices."*  There  can  there- 
fore be  no  practical  doubt  that  the  expression 
here  does  not  refer  to  any  "  altar  "  as  such, 
but  to  a  certain  sort  of  "  sacrifice  "  ;  and  the 
expression,  "  had  no  right  to  eat,"  must  mean 
that  it  was  possible  to  eat  of  it,  but  unlawful 
to  do  so,  because  forbidden  by  God,  as,  e.g., 
Lev.  vi.  23,  30. 

Hence,  obviously,  the  inspired  writer  has 
done  here  that  which  has  been  done  elsewhere 
in  the  New  Testament,  more  than  once. 
When  two  things  are  commonly  associated 
together,  it  is  not  unusual  to  make  use  of  either 
of  them  to  express  the  same  idea :  e.g.,  in 
1  Cor.  X.  21,  we  read  of  "  partaking  of  a 
table,"  for  "  partaking  of  the  food  that  is 
placed  upon  a  table  "  ;  also  of  "  drinking  of 
a  cup,"  for  "  drinking  of  the  contents  of  a 
cup  "  ;  so,  in  Col.  i.  20,  we  read  of  the  blood 
of  His  cross,"  for  "  the  blood  of  Him  who  was 


*  See  Lev.  vi.  14,  26  ;  vii.  6,  etc. 
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nailed  to  the  cross."  And  in  precisely  the  same 
way,  in  the  verse  before  us,  we  find  the  ex- 
pression "  to  eat  of  an  altar,"  for  "  to  eat  of  a 
certain  sacrifice  "  ;  the  three  expressions  "to 
drink  of  a  cup,"  "  to  eat  of  a  table,"  and  "  to 
eat  of  an  altar  "  being  precisely  similar  and 
parallel.  So  that  the  verse  before  us  will 
now  read,  "  We  Christians  (the  people  of  God 
in  the  New  Covenant)  have  a  Sacrifice  (cor- 
responding to  one  in  the  Old  Covenant),  of 
which  they  who  used  to  serve  the  tabernacle 
(the  people  of  God  in  the  Old  Covenant)  had 
no  right  to  eat." 

** Sacrifice"  referred  to. 

(5).  The  particular  altar,"  or  "  sacrifice  " 
to  which  the  inspired  writer  here  refers,  is  next 
clearly  indicated  in  verse  1 1 ,  where  he  goes  on 
to  say,  "  For  the  bodies  of  those  beasts,  of 
which  the  blood  used  to  be  brought  into  the 
sanctuary  by  the  high-priest  for  sin,  were 
burnt  outside  the  camp."  Now,  this  verse 
is  really  a  running  quotation  of,  or  an  allusion  to 
Lev.  xvi.  27  ;  and  hence  there  can  be  no 
question  but  that  the  writer  is  referring  to  the 
"  sacrifice  "  known  as  the  "  sin-offering  for 
the  congregation  "  that  used  to  be  offered  once 
a  year,  the  "  body  "  of  which  was  strictly 
forbidden  to  be  "  eaten"  (Lev.  vi.  30 ; 
xvi.  9,  15-19,  27),  but  commanded  to  be 
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"  burnt  outside  the  camp,"  because  "  the 
blood  of  the  victim  was  brought  into  the 
sanctuary  by  the  high  priest  for  sin."  Hence, 
when  the  inspired  writer  says,  "  We  Christians 
have  just  such  an  altar  (or  Sacrifice)  in  the 
New  Covenant,"  he  obviously  implies  that  "  of 
the  similar  altar  (or  sacrifice)  possessed  by  us, 
we,  too,  have  no  right  to  eat."  And  what  this 
"  altar  "  or  sacrifice  exactly  is,  he  goes  on  to 
tell  us  in  verse  12,  where  he  says,  "  Wherefore 
Jesus  also  (the  High-Priest  of  the  New  Cove- 
nant), in  order  that  He  might  sanctify  the 
people  (of  God  in  the  New  Covenant)  with  His 
own  blood,  suffered  (typified  by  the  "  burning  " 
of  old)  outside  the  gate  (of  Jerusalem)." 

Nothing  then  can  well  be  clearer  (a)  than 
that  the  "  altar  "  (or  "  Sacrifice  ")  mentioned  in 
verse  10,  now  possessed  by  Christians,  is  the 
"  One  Sacrifice  for  sins  "  that  was  "  offered 
once  for  all  "  by  our  Lord  upon  the  cross  ; 
{h)  that  this  Sacrifice,  regarded  in  one  aspect, 
was  a  technical  "  sin-offering  for  the  congre- 
gation "  ;  (c)  that  it  was  "  offered  outside  the 
gate  of  Jerusalem,"  in  order  that  the  High- 
Priest  of  the  New  Covenant  might  "  sanctify 
the  people  of  God  with  His  own  blood "  ; 
i.e.,  by  it  being  "  shed,"  and  then  spiritually 
"  sprinkled "  upon  their  consciences  and 
hearts  * ;  and  {d)  that  according  to  the  Old 


♦  Heb.  ix.  14;  X.  22;  1  Pet.  i.  2. 
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Testament  type,  it  is  unlawful  for  "  the 
Israel  of  God  to  eat  of  the  (actual)  Body  of 
Christ,"  regarded  as  the  "  body  "  of  such  a 
sin-offering.  To  do  so,  would  be  to  directly 
disobey  the  express  command  of  God  respecting 
such  a  "  Sacrifice  for  sin." 

Origin  of  verse  10. 

And  this  conclusion  exactly  bears  out  and 
confirms  the  statement  in  verse  9,  from  which  the 
whole  passage  sprang,  and  which  it  was  in- 
tended to  prove,  or  to  illustrate,  that,  in  the 
New  Covenant,  "  the  heart  is  to  be  estab- 
lished with  {i.e.,  by  spiritually  partaking  of) 
grace,  and  not  with  meats,"  i.e.,  not  by  eating 
with  the  mouth  of  certain  sorts  or  parts  of 
sacrifices.*  And  the  real  meaning  of  vv.  9,  10, 
is,  "  It  is  a  good  thing  that  the  heart  be  estab- 
lished with  grace,  not  with  meats  (various  sorts 
of  food),  which  have  not  profited  those  that 
have  been  occupied  therein,  for,  in  the  One 
Sacrifice  for  sin  that  was  offered  by  Jesus 
Christ  upon  the  cross,  outside  the  gate  of 
Jerusalem,  we  Christians  have  an  altar  (or 
Sacrifice),  of  which  we,  the  Israel  of  God,  have 
no  right  to  eat ;  it  (regarded  in  one  aspect) 
being  a  sin-offering  for  the  congregation." 


*  Nothing  that  is  eaten  with  the  mouth  can  "  enter  into 
the  heart,"  merely  "  into  the  belly."  Cp.  Mrk.  vii.  18, 
19  ;  1  Cor.  viii.  8. 


H 

Conclusion  reached. 

The  conclusion,  then,  to  which  we  come 
respecting  the  true  meaning  of  the  words, 
"  We  have  an  altar,"  is,  that  it  is  as  egregious  a 
theological  mistake,  to  interpret  these  words  to 
mean,  "  We  have  an  altar  here*,"  as  it  would  be 
to  interpret  the  words  of  chapter  iv.  14  to 
mean,  "  We  have  a  great  High  Priest  here," 
or  the  words  of  1  John  ii.  1,  to  mean,  "  We 
have  an  Advocate  here"  And  this  means 
that  it  is  as  great  a  theological  mistake  to 
refer  the  words,  "  We  have  an  altar  "  to  the 
Lord's  Table,  as  it  would  be  to  refer  the  words, 
"  We  have  a  great  High  Priest  "  to  the  Pope, 
or  to  the  Archbishop  of  Canterbury. 

And  our  consideration  of  the  whole  passage 
shows  us  (1)  that,  in  the  word  "  altar,"  as 
used  here,  there  is  no  reference  whatever  to  any 
actual,  visible,  material  altar,  upon  which  it  is 
now  possible  for  anyone  in  either  heaven  or 
earth  to  "  offer  "  any  sort  of  "  sacrifice,"  or 
"  offering,"  but  solely  to  the  "  One  Sacrifice 
for  sin  "  that  was  "  once  for  all  offered  "  in  the 
long-distant  past  by  our  Lord  Himself,  when, 
after  exclaiming  "  It  is  finished,"  He  "  bowed 
His  head  and  gave  up  the  ghost  "  ;  (2)  that,  in 
the  use  of  the  word  "  altar  "  here,  there  is  no 
reference  whatever  to  "  the  table  of  the  Lord," 
because  {a),  as  we  have  seen,  it  does  not  refer 


I.e.,  now  on  earth. 
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to  any  material  altar  as  such,  but  to  a  certain 
sort  of  "  sacrifice,"  and  (b)  in  no  sense  is  the 
"  table  of  the  Lord "  an  "  altar  of  God," 
nothing  being  ever  "  offered  "  upon  it,  i.e., 
burnt,  or  sprinkled,  or  poured  out  there ; 
(3)  that,  if  we  understand  the  word  "  altar  " 
to  refer  to  the  Lord's  Table,  the  passage 
absolutely  forbids  us  to  partake  of  the  Lord's 
Supper,  or  of  the  "  sacrifice  "  which  some  sup- 
pose to  be  then  "  offered  "  upon  it ;  and  (4)  that 
the  very  fact  that  our  Lord  distinctly  com- 
manded His  disciples  at  the  Institution  to 
"  eat "  that  which  He  said  "  was "  His 
"  sacrificed  Body,"  absolutely  forbids  us  to 
suppose  that  He  regarded  that  ordinance  to  be 
any  part  of  His  Sacrifice  regarded  as  a  technical 
sin-offering  for  the  congregation ;  had  He 
done  so,  He  could  not  possibly  have  commanded 
us  to  "  eat  of  it  "  ;  and,  if  it  did  form  any  part 
of  His  Sacrifice  regarded  as  that  sort  of  "  sin- 
offering,"  we  Christians  should  have  "  no  right 
to  eat  "  of  it. 

The  Lord's  Snpper. 

It  should  not  be  forgotten,  however,  that  our 
Lord  fulfilled  more  types  than  one  ;  and  the 
Supper  of  the  Lord  is  simply  and  solely  the 
antitypical  Paschal  Supper  belonging  to  the 
ordinance  of  "  Christ  our  Passover,"  at  which 
Christians  are  supposed  to  eat  and  to  drink 
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(in  exact  substitute  and  equivalent  * )  the 
''sacrificed  Body"  and  "shed  Blood"  of 
"  the  Lamb  of  God,"  slain  to  "  take  away  the 
sin  of  the  world."  It  is  thus  that  they  con- 
tinue to  "  fulfil  the  ordinance  of  the  Passover 
in  the  kingdom  of  God"  (Luke  xxii.  IGf), 
and  to  "  show  the  Lord's  death  till  He  come  " 
(1  Cor.  xi.  26).  The  Lord's  Supper  has 
nothing  whatever  to  do  with  our  Lord's  Sacrifice 
regarded  as  a  "  sin-offering  for  the  congre- 
gation." { 

We  come  then  once  more  to  the  conclusion 
previously  reached,  that,  in  the  New  Covenant, 
Christians  have  no  official  priests  upon  earth,  no 
sacrifices  that  are  capable  of  being  "offered  " 
upon  visible  "  altars  of  God,"  and  no  altars 
upon  which  such  sacrifices  could  be  offered  if 
we  had  them.  Those  who  insist  upon  these 
three  ideas  are  not  teaching  the  religion  taught 
by  Jesus  Christ,  or  in  the  New  Testament. 
Such  teachers  are  amongst  the  number  of  those 
whom  St.  Paul  tells  us  to  "  mark "  and 
"  avoid." § 


*  I.e.,  not  the  actual  *'  Body  "  and  Blood." 
t  Cp.  1  Cor.  V.  7, 8. 

I  The  eating  of  the  body  of  the  lamh  that  was  sacrificed 
at  the  Passover,  was  no  more  a  carrying  out  of  any  of  the 
details  to  be  observed  in  the  offering  of  the  sin-offering  for 
the  congregation,  than  the  burning  of  the  body  of  the  goat 
that  was  sacrificed  on  the  day  of  atonement,  was  a  carrying 
out  of  any  of  the  details  to  be  observed  in  the  ordinance  of 
the  Passover. 

§  Rom.  xvi.  17. 
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